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Response to RCE 



1. 



This action is responsive to the RCE filed on January 24, 2006. Claim 1 



has been amended. Claims 1-54 are pending. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 



indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "a list of survived recommendations that are 
transmitted" in line 14. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in 
the claim. 

Claim 3 recites the limitation "the likelihood" in line 5. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 



2. 



Claims 1,3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371 (c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors 
Protection Act of 1999 (AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology 
Technical Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply when the reference is a U.S. 
patent resulting directly or indirectly from an international application filed before 
November 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is determined 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 
102(e)). 

3. Claim 1,3, 6-9,15,18-22,25, 27-31,33, 35-38,46 and 49-52 are rejected 

under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Pyo et al. (U.S. Patent Number 
6,636,836) hereinafter referred as Pyo. 

Pyo teaches the invention as claimed including a system, which includes 
multiple recommendation agents. A recommendation manager selects one or 
more agents using the basic information and influential power information 
generates a final list of recommendation (See abstract). 

As to claim 1 , Pyo teaches a recommendation system for delivering a list 
of recommendations to a requester system over a computer network, the 
recommendation system comprising: 
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a plurality of producer modules in communication with the requester 
system, each of the plurality of producer modules receiving a request for 
recommendations from the requester system and producing a list of initial 
recommendations in response thereto, each of the recommendations in a list of 
initial recommendations including a confidence level and a producer identifier 
(Fig. 6, Column 5, lines 1 1-55, Pyo discloses plurality of recommendation agent) 
; and 

a recommendation engine comprising: 

a weighting module modifying each of the confidence levels in a given list 
of initial recommendations based on a weighting value associated with the 
producer module that produced the given list of initial recommendations (Column 
5, lines 43- Column 6, lines 27, Pyo discloses modifying confidence levels); 

a recommendation module selecting one or more of the recommendations 
from the lists of initial recommendations based on the confidence levels of the 
recommendations to produce a list of survived recommendations that are 
transmitted to the recommender system (Column 5, lines 30-Column 6, lines 34 
Pyo discloses selecting one or more recommendations from the list); and 

an adjustment module adjusting the weighting values associated with 
each of the producer modules based on information from the requester system 
related to the list of survived recommiendations transmitted to the requester 
system (Column 5, lines 11-Column 6, lines 54, Pyo discloses adjusting 
weighting values (influential power)). 
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Claims 22,27 and 31 do not teach or define any new limitation other than 
above claim 1 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

As to claim 3, Pyo teaches the recommendation system of claim 2, 
wherein the selection module: 

selects a first predetermined number N of recommendations from the 
sorted list of recommendations (Column 4, lines 26-45); 

selects a second predetermined number M of recommendations from the 
first predetermined number N of recommendations, wherein the likelihood of a 
given one of the M recommendations being selected from the first predetermined 
number N of recommendations is related to the confidence level of the given one 
of the M recommendation (Column 4, 26-45); and 

selects the one or more survived recommendations from the second 
predetermined number of initial recommendations (Column 26-45). 

Claims 25 and 33 do not teach or define any new limitation other than 
above claim 3 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 



As to claim 6, Pyo teaches the recommendation system of claim 1 , 
wherein the weighting module modifies each of the confidence levels in a given 
list of initial recommendations by multiplying each of the confidence levels in a 
given list of initial recommendations by the weighting value associated with the 
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producer module that produced the given list of initial recommendations (Column 
5, lines 42-Column 6, lines 54). 

Claim 35 does not teach or define any new limitation other than above 
claim 6 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

As to claim 7, Pyo teaches the recommendation system of claim 1 , 
wherein each of the recommendations in a list of initial recommendations also 
includes an object identifier (Column 6, lines 4-50). 

Claim 36 does not teach or define any new limitation other than above 
claim 7 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

As to claim 8, Pyo teaches the recommendation system of claim 1 , 
wherein at least one of the recommendations in a list of initial recommendations 
also includes a request identifier that identifies the request for recommendations 
from the requester system (Column 4, lines 26-Column 5, lines 30). 

Claim 37 do not teach or define any new limitation other than above claim 
8 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

As to claim 9, Pyo teaches the recommendation system of claim 1 , 
wherein at least one of the recommendations in one of the lists of initial 
recommendations also includes a session identifier that identifies a session on 
the requestor system (Column 4, lines 26-Column 5, lines 30). 
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Claim 38 does not teach or define any new limitation other than above 
claim 9 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

As to claim 15, Pyo teaches the recommendation system of claim 1, 
wherein the request includes a requester agent (Column 4, lines 26-45). 

Claim 46 does not teach or define any new limitation other than above 
claim 15 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

As to claim 18, Pyo teaches the recommendation system of claim 1 , 
wherein the request includes a tracking identification attribute (Track ID) 
(inheritance feature). 

Claim 49 does not teach or define any new limitation other than above 
claim 18 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

As to claim 19, Pyo teaches the recommendation system of claim 18, 
wherein the Track ID is a session identifier (inheritance feature). 

Claim 50 does not teach or define any new limitation other than above 
claim 19 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

As to claim 20, Pyo teaches the recommendation system of claim 18, 
wherein the Track ID is a user identifier (inheritance feature). 
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Claim 51 does not teach or define any new limitation other than above 
claim 20 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

As to claim 21 , Pyo teaches the recommendation system of claim 1 , 
wherein the request includes a request number (RecCount) indicating a number 
of request to be transmitted to the requester system (inheritance feature). 

Claim 52 does not teach or define any new limitation other than above 
claim 21 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

As to claim 28, Pyo teaches the method of claim 27, wherein the 
information received from the requester system includes a plurality of user 
reaction values, wherein each of the plurality of user reaction values is 
associated with a different one of the plurality of survived recommendations 
transmitted to the requester system (Column 5, lines 42-Column 6, lines 50). 

As to claim 29, Pyo teaches the method of claim 28, wherein each user 
reaction value is indicative of a positive user reaction to the recommendation to 
which the user reaction value is associated (Column 5, lines 42-Column 6, lines 
50). 

As to claim 30, Pyo teaches the method of claim 28, wherein each user 
reaction value is indicative of positive and negative user reactions to the 
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recommendation to which the user reaction value is associated (Column 5, lines 
42-Column 6, lines 50). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 



4. Claims 10-14, 16-17, 39-45 and 47-48 are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pyo et al. (U.S. Patent Number 
6,636,836) as applied above, and further in view of Reese (U.S. Patent Number 
6,236,980). 



Pyo teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a system, 
which includes multiple recommendation agents. A recommendation manager 
selects one or more agents using the basic information and influential power 
information generates a final list of recommendation (See abstract). 



As to claim 10, Pyo teaches the recommendation system of claim 1, lists 
of initial recommendations (Column 5, lines 42-Column 6, lines 50). 
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Pyo does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation of recommendation 
identifier. 

However, Reese teaches the claimed limitation of recommendation 
identifier (Fig. 47) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Pyo by adding identifiers to recommendations, which will 
make it easy to identify the recommendations. One would be motivated to do so 
to enhance the system's usability. 

Claim 39 does not teach or define any new limitation other than above 
claim 10 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

As to claim 1 1 , Pyo teaches the recommendation system of claim 1 , and 
initial recommendations list (Column 5, lines 42-Column 6, lines 50). 

Pyo does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation of list includes URL. 

However, Reese teachs the claimed limitation of list includes URL 
(Column 8, lines 7-14). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Pyo by adding URL to recommendations list, which 
identifies specific resources on the Internet, such as web pages. One would be 
motivated to do so to enhance the system's usability. 

Claim 40 does not teach or define any new limitation other than above 
claim 1 1 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 
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As to claim 12, Pyo teaches the recommendation system of claim 1, and 
initial recommendations list (Column 5, lines 42-Column 6, lines 50). 

Pyo does not explicitly teach claimed limitation title of a web page. 

However, Reese teaches the claimed limitation title of we page (Column 
17, lines 51-67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Pyo by adding the functionality to include title of a web 
page. One would be motivated to do so for greater ease and convenience. 

Claim 43 does not teach or define any new limitation other than above 
claim 12 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

As to claim 13, Pyo teaches the recommendation system of claim 1 , and 
initial recommendations list (Column 5, lines 42-Column 6, lines 50). 

Pyo does not explicitly teach claimed limitation summery of the web page. 

However, Reese teaches claimed limitation summery of the web page 
(Column 17, lines 51-67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Pyo by adding the functionality to include summery of a 
web page. One would be motivated to do so for greater ease and convenience. 

Claim 44 does not teach or define any new limitation other than above 
claim 13 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 
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As to claim 14, Pyo teaches the recommendation system of claim 1 , and 
initial recommendations list (Column 5, lines 42-Column 6, lines 50). 

Pyo does not explicitly teach claimed limitation image. 

However, Reese teaches claimed limitation image (Fig. 6). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Pyo by adding image in recommendation list. One would 
be motivated to do so for greater ease and convenience. 

Claim 45 does not teach or define any new limitation other than above 
claim 14 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

As to claim 16, Pyo teaches the recommendation system of claim 1, and 
request (Column 5, lines 42-Column 6, lines 50). 

Pyo does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation of request including 
URL Key. 

However, Reese teaches the claimed limitation of request including URL 
Key (Column 8, lines 7-14). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Pyo by adding URL Key. One would be motivated to do 
so to enhance the system's usability. 

Claim 47 does not teach or define any new limitation other than above 
claim 16 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 
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As to claim 17, Pyo teaches the recommendation system of claim 1 
(Column 5, lines 42-Column 6, lines 50). 

Pyo does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation of request including 

site ID. 

However, Reese teaches the claimed limitation of site ID (Column 17, 
lines 51-67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Pyo by adding site ID. One would be motivated to do so 
to enhance the system's usability. 

Claim 48 does not teach or define any new limitation other than above 
claim 17 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

5. Claims 2,23-24 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Pyo and Reese as applied above, and further in view of 
Bieganski etal. (U.S. Patent Number 6,334,127) hereinafter referred as 
Bienganski. 

As to claim 2, Pyo teaches the method of claim 1 further comprises 
assembling initial recommendation list and confidence level (Column 2, lines 23- 
67). 
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Pyo does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation of sorting the 
recommendation list. 

However, Bienganski teaches the claimed limitation of sorting the 
recommendation list (Column 15, lines 8-14). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Pyo by adding URL to recommendations list, which will 
rearrange record in database file. One would be motivated to do so to enhance 
the system's usability. 

Claims 23-24 and 32 do not teach or define any new limitation other than 
above claim 2 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

6. Claims 4,5,26,34,53 and 54 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the 
new ground(s) of rejection. 



Conclusion 
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8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 

applicant's disclosure. 

• Hosken (U.S. Patent Number 6,438,579) discloses automated content 
recommendations system. 

• Koing et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,981 ,040) discloses automatic 
personalized online information. 

• Hofmann et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,687,696) discloses system for 
personalized search. 

• Chislenko et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,092,049) discloses method for 
efficiently recommending item. 

• Schuetze et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,567,797) discloses system for 
providing recommendations. 



9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 

the examiner should be directed to Faruk Hamza whose telephone number is 
571-272-7969. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Saleh Najjar can be reached at 571-272-4006. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 886-217-9197 (toll -free). 

Faruk Hamza 
Patent Examiner 

Group Art Unite 2155 i 




